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REMARKS 

The Official Action of May 4, 2004, and the prior 
art cited and relied upon therein have been carefully 
reviewed. The claims in the application are now claims 1,2 
and 4-15, and these claims define patentable subject matter 
warranting their allowance consistent with what is stated in 
the Office Action. Accordingly, applicant respectfully 
requests favorable consideration and early formal allowance. 

The PTO has acknowledged applicant's claim for 
foreign priority, but states in the Office Action "that 
applicant has not filed a certified copy of the priority 
application" as required under §119. Respectfully, applicant 
filed a certified copy of the priority application on October 
10, 2003, along with the present application. Attached hereto 
is the postcard receipt evidencing that applicant has complied 
with 35 USC 119 (b) . 

Applicant respectfully requests the PTO to review 
the file contents of the present application in order to 
relocate the priority document, as it appears that the 
priority document has been misplaced by the PTO. Accordingly, 
applicant: respectfully requests -the PTO to acknowledge receipt 
of applicant's papers filed under §119. 
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The PTO has objected to applicant's Abstract as 
containing "legal phraseology ('means 1 and 1 said')" . In 
deference to the examiner's views and to avoid needless 
argument, the Abstract has been amended to delete "said" and 
"means". Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 
objection. 

The PTO has objected to applicant's drawings as 
failing to comply with 37 CFR 1.84(p)(5) because reference signs 
15, 16 and 20 of Fig. 4 are not mentioned in the specification. 

Reference signs 15 and 16 are mentioned in the 
original specification at page 6, line 17. The specification 
has been amended above at page 6, line 27 to insert the 
reference sign "20" after "push-fit connection." Accordingly, 
applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the objection to 
applicant ' s drawings . 

Claims 3, 5, 6-10, 13 and 15 have been indicated as 
being "allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections under 
35 USC 112, second paragraph,... and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims." 

Accordingly, applicant understands that the PTO 
deems claims 3, 5, 6-10, 13 and 15 to define novel and 
unobvious subject matter under §§102 and 103. Applicant is 
proceeding in reliance thereof. 
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Claim 3 has now been incorporated into claim 1, and 
therefore claim 1 should now be in condition for formal 
allowance. As claims 2, 4, 11, 12 and 14 depend either directly 
or indirectly from claim 1, and thus incorporate the subject 
matter thereof, they should also now be in condition for formal 
allowance . 

Allowable claims 5, 7, 8, 10, and 15 have now been 
redrafted in independent form, and therefore these claims and 
the claims which depend therefrom should also now be in 
condition for formal allowance. 

Claims 1-15 have been rejected under §112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite. This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. 

The points raised by the examiner in this rejection 
have now been addressed above, and applicant believes that 
suitable cosmetic amendments have been made to improve the 
form of the claims. 

For the record, however, applicant believes that the 
claims as previously drafted, considered in light of 
applicant's specification (fully consistent with the law), 
would not have been confusing to those skilled in the art, and 
therefore the claims in their previous form were fully in 
accordance with §112. At worst, claims 1, 3, 14 and 15 in 
their original forms might be considered objectionable, but 
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only as to form, requiring no substantial amendments relating 
to patentability insofar as the rejection based on §112 is 
concerned. 

As indicated above, the amendments made in response 
to the §112 rejection are of a formal nature only, i.e. made 
to place the claims in improved form for U.S. practice, or the 
examiner's understanding of what is necessary or desirable 
under U.S. practice. The amendments in this regard are not 
"narrowing" amendments because the scope of the claims has not 
been reduced in these regards. 

Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the 

rejection. 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 11, 12 and 14 have been rejected 
under §103 as obvious from Heitlinger USP 5,678,892 
(Heitlinger) in view of Watrous et al USP 2,730419 (Watrous) . 
This rejection is respectfully traversed. 

While applicant does not necessarily agree with this 
rejection, nevertheless, in view of the amendments presented 
above incorporating the dependent portion of claim 3 into 
claim 1, thus converting claim 1 into allowable claim 3, and 
the redrafting of the remaining allowable claims in 
independent form, no claims rejected under §103 now remain in 
the application. Accordingly, applicant need not address this 
rejection at the present time. 
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However, the amendment incorporating claim 3 into 



claim 1 has been made entirely without prejudice, applicant 
reserving his rights (including those provided by §§120 and 
119) to proceed with a continuing application to pursue 
broader claims including those the same as or similar to 
original claim 1, if applicant chooses to do so, and without 
any penalty whatsoever. 



relied upon have been noted, along with the implication that 
such documents are deemed by the PTO to be insufficiently 
pertinent to warrant their application against any of 
applicant' s claims . 

Applicant believes that all issues have been 
addressed and resolved above- Favorable reconsideration and 
early formal allowance are earnestly solicited. 



The prior art documents made of record and not 



Respectfully submitted, 



BROWDY AND NEIMARK, P.L.L.C. 
Attorneys for Applicant / 
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